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IV. Remarks 

Claims 1-38 are pending herein. 

Claims 1-21 were rejected in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005. 
Claims 22 and 23 were allowed in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005. 
Claims 1, 2 and 11-13 have been amended. 
Claims 3-10 and 14-23 have been maintained in their original form. 
Claims 24-38 have been added. 

Reconsideration of this application in light of these amendments and the 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Allowed Claims 

The allowance of claims 22 and 23 is acknowledged with appreciation. 
Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 

Claim 1 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Pat. No. 5,086,379 to Denison et al. ("Denison") in view of U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 
2003/0172750 ("Blakesley"). Insofar as it may be applied against the present claims, 
this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As the PTO recognizes in MPEP §2142: 

The examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting any prima 
facie conclusion of obviousness. If the examiner does not produce a 
prima facie case, the applicant is under no obligation to submit evidence 
of nonobviousness. 

The Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of obviousness in 

connection with claim 1 for the following reasons. 

35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) provides that: 

[a] patent may not be obtained ...if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains ... (emphasis added) 
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Thus, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all limitations of the 
claim must be evaluated . However, Denison and Blakesley, either alone or in any 
combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or suggest the subject matter of amended 
claim 1, namely a focus assembly for a luminaire, comprising a socket, having one or 
more wires extending therefrom, for receiving a lamp; a mounting cup for securing the 
socket to the luminaire; a socket focusing mechanism for axially translating the 
mounting cup relative to a stationary reflector; and a wire guide tab, extending from the 
mounting cup in a direction comprising one or more directional components, wherein a 
directional component of the one or more directional components is directed generally 
radially outward from the axis of translation of the mounting cup; wherein at least a 
portion of each of the one or more wires is positioned relative to the wire guide tab so 
that the one or more wires are shielded from the socket focusing mechanism during the 
axial translation of the mounting cup. As a result, it is impossible to render the subject 
matter of claim 1 as a whole obvious based on any combination of the cited patents, 
and the above explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. Therefore, the Examiner's 
burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be met 
with respect to claim 1, and a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison 
and Blakesley cannot be applied to reject claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, 
Denison and Blakesley do not teach, motivate or suggest the desirability of the subject 
matter of claim 1 since neither teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the 
subject matter to which claim 1 is directed, as described above. Thus, neither Denison 
nor Blakesley provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Therefore, for this mutually exclusive reason, the 
Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly 
cannot be met, and the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be 
withdrawn. 
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Claim 12 

Applicant notes that claim 12 invokes 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, sixth paragraph, and 
therefore claim 12 must be treated under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, sixth paragraph. See MPEP 
§ 2181 . Here, Applicant has reviewed the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and 
notes that one or more limitations of claim 12— which must be treated under 35 U.S.C. § 
112, sixth paragraph— have not been so treated. For example, the limitation reciting 
means, extending from the securing means in a direction comprising one or more 
directional components, for shielding the one or more wires from the means for axially 
translating during translation of the securing means, has not been treated under 35 
U.S.C. § 112, sixth paragraph. 

Notwithstanding the above, claim 12 nonetheless stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley. Insofar as it 
may be applied against the present claims, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of obviousness in 
connection with claim 12 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison and Blakesley, either 
alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or suggest the subject 
matter of amended claim 12, namely a focus assembly for a luminaire, comprising 
means for receiving a lamp, the means for receiving having one or more wires 
extending therefrom; means for securing the means for receiving to the luminaire; 
means for axially translating the securing means relative to a stationary reflector; and 
means, extending from the securing means in a direction comprising one or more 
directional components, for shielding the one or more wires from the means for axially 
translating during translation of the securing means; wherein a directional component of 
the one or more directional components is directed generally radially outward from the 
axis of translation of the securing means. As a result, it is impossible to render the 
subject matter of claim 12 as a whole obvious based on any combination of the patents, 
and the above explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. Therefore, the Examiner's 
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burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be met 
with respect to claim 12, and a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison 
and Blakesley cannot be applied to reject claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, 
Denison and Blakesley do not teach, motivate or suggest the desirability of the subject 
matter of claim 1 2 since neither teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the 
subject matter to which claim 12 is directed, as described above. Thus, neither Denison 
nor Blakesley provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Therefore, for this mutually exclusive reason, the 
Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly 
cannot be met, and the rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be 
withdrawn. 

Claim 11 

Although not expressly indicated in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005, 
Applicant assumes that claim 1 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
4,533,984 to Gatton ("Gatton"), U.S. Pat. No. 5,735,594 to Own ("Own") and U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,017,327 to Bamber ("Bamber"). This assumption is based on the references to 
claim 11 in the first bullet point in the paragraph numbered "12," and in the first 
sentence in the paragraph numbered "1 1 ," on page 5 of the Office Action mailed June 
29, 2005. Insofar as it may be applied against the present claims, this rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of amended claim 1 1 , namely a focus assembly for a 
luminaire, comprising a socket, having one or more wires extending therefrom, for 
receiving a lamp; a mounting cup for securing the socket; a focusing mechanism for 
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axially translating the mounting cup relative to a stationary reflector; and a wire guide 
wall, arranged at least partially in the mounting cup, for anchoring the one or more wires 
to the mounting cup; wherein the one or more wires are sandwiched between an inside 
surface of the wire guide wall and an outside surface of the socket. As a result, it is 
impossible to render the subject matter of claim 1 1 as a whole obvious based on any 
combination of the patents, and the above explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. 
Therefore, the Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of 
obviousness clearly cannot be met with respect to claim 1 1 , and a rejection under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 1 1 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 1 1 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 11 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). Therefore, for this mutually exclusive reason, the 
Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly 
cannot be met, and the rejection of claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) should be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 2-10 

Claims 2-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Denison in view of Blakesley, and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber. Insofar 
as it may be applied against the present claims, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Claims 2-10 depend from and include the subject matter of claim 1 . Therefore, claims 
2-10 are allowable for at least the same reasons as noted above with respect to claim 1 . 
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Claims 13-21 

Claims 13-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Denison in view of Blakesley, and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber. 
Insofar as it may be applied against the present claims, this rejection is respectfully 
traversed. Claims 13-21 depend from and include the subject matter of claim 12. 
Therefore, claims 13-21 are allowable for at least the same reasons as noted above 
with respect to claim 12. 

New Claims 

Claims 24-26 

New dependent claims 24-26 depend from and include the subject matter of 
claim 1 . Therefore, claims 24-26 are allowable for at least the same reasons as noted 
above with respect to claim 1 . 

Claims 27-29 

New dependent claims 27-29 depend from and include the subject matter of . 
claim 1 1 . Therefore, claims 27-29 are allowable for at least the same reasons as noted 
above with respect to claim 1 1 . 

Claims 30 and 31 

New dependent claims 30 and 31 depend from and include the subject matter of 
claim 12. Therefore, claims 30 and 31 are allowable for at least the same reasons as 
noted above with respect to claim 12. 

Claim 32 

New independent claim 32 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office 
Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
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applicable to claim 32 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 32 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, al| 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 32, namely a focus assembly for a luminaire, 
comprising a socket, having one or more wires extending therefrom, for receiving a 
lamp; a mounting cup for securing the socket to the luminaire; a socket focusing 
mechanism for axially translating the mounting cup relative to a stationary reflector; and 
a wire guide tab, extending from the mounting cup in a direction comprising one or more 
directional components, wherein a directional component of the one or more directional 
components is directed generally radially outward from the axis of translation of the 
mounting cup; wherein at least a portion of each of the one or more wires is positioned 
relative to the wire guide tab so that the one or more wires are shielded from the socket 
focusing mechanism during the axial translation of the mounting cup; wherein another 
directional component of the one or more directional components is directed axially 
away from the socket focusing mechanism; and wherein the focus assembly further 
comprises a wire guide wall arranged at least partially in the mounting cup so that the 
one or more wires are sandwiched between an inside surface of the wire guide wall and 
an outside surface of the socket; wherein the sandwiching of the one or more wires 
between the inside surface of the wire guide wall and the outside surface of the socket 
generally resists relative rotation between the mounting cup and the socket. As a result, 
it is impossible to render the subject matter of claim 32 as a whole obvious based on 
any combination of the patents, and the above explicit terms of the statute cannot be 
met. Therefore, the Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of 
obviousness clearly cannot be met with respect to claim 32, and a rejection under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 32 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
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teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 32 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 32 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 32 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 32 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 

Claim 33 

New independent claim 33 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office 
Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
applicable to claim 33 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 33 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 33, namely a lighting system, comprising a lamp; a 
socket for receiving one end of the lamp; a reflector having a hole for receiving another 
end of the lamp; and a helical spring extending between the reflector and the socket; 
said helical spring having at least a portion with a closed pitch for blocking light from the 
lamp. As a result, it is impossible to render the subject matter of claim 33 as a whole 
obvious based on any combination of the patents, and the above explicit terms of the 
statute cannot be met. Therefore, the Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima 
facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be met with respect to claim 33, and a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is not applicable. 
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There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 33 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 33 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 33 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 33 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 33 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 

Claim 34 

Applicant notes that new independent claim 34 invokes 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, sixth 
paragraph, and therefore claim 34 must be treated under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, sixth 
paragraph. See MPEP § 2181. 

Claim 34 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 
29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
applicable to claim 34 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 34 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, ajl 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 34, namely a focus assembly for a luminaire, 
comprising means for receiving a lamp, the means for receiving having one or more 
wires extending therefrom; means for securing the means for receiving to the luminaire; 
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means for axially translating the means for securing; means for generally resisting 
relative rotation between the means for securing and the means for receiving; and 
means for shielding the one or more wires from the means for axially translating during 
translation of the means for securing. As a result, it is impossible to render the subject 
matter of claim 34 as a whole obvious based on any combination of the patents, and the 
above explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. Therefore, the Examiner's burden of 
factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be met with 
respect to claim 34, and a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 34 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 34 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 34 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 34 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 34 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 

Claim 35 

Applicant notes that new independent claim 35 invokes 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, sixth 
paragraph, and therefore claim 35 must be treated under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, sixth 
paragraph. See MPEP § 2181. 

Claim 35 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 
29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
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applicable to claim 35 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 35 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, an 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 35, namely a focus assembly for a luminaire 
comprising a reflector, the focus assembly comprising means for receiving a lamp, the 
means for receiving having one or more wires extending therefrom; means for securing 
the means for receiving to the luminaire; means for axially translating the means for 
securing relative to the reflector; means for anchoring the one or more wires to the 
means for securing; means for generally resisting relative rotation between the means 
for securing and the means for receiving; and means, extending from the means for 
securing in a direction comprising one or more directional components, for shielding the 
one or more wires from the means for axially translating during translation of the means 
for securing; wherein a directional component of the one or more directional 
components is directed generally radially outward from the axis of translation of the 
means for securing; and wherein another directional component of the one or more 
directional components is directed axially away from the means for axially translating. 
As a result, it is impossible to render the subject matter of claim 35 as a whole obvious 
based on any combination of the patents, and the above explicit terms of the statute 
cannot be met. Therefore, the Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie 
case of obviousness clearly cannot be met with respect to claim 35, and a rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 35 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 35 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 35 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
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combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 35 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 35 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 

Claim 36 

New independent claim 36 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office 
Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
applicable to claim 36 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 36 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, all 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 36, namely a method of focusing a luminaire 
comprising a reflector, the method comprising providing a socket having one or more 
wires extending therefrom; arranging the socket at least partially inside a mounting cup; 
axially translating the mounting cup relative to the reflector; and shielding the one or 
more wires during axially translating the mounting cup. As a result, it is impossible to 
render the subject matter of claim 36 as a whole obvious based on any combination of 
the patents, and the above explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. Therefore, the 
Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly 
cannot be met with respect to claim 36, and a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is not 
applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 36 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
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teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 36 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 36 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 36 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 

Claim 37 

New independent claim 37 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office 
Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
applicable to claim 37 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 37 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, aH 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 37, namely a method of focusing a luminaire 
comprising a reflector, the method comprising providing a socket having one or wires 
extending therefrom; arranging the socket at least partially inside a mounting cup; 
axially translating the mounting cup relative to the reflector; and generally resisting 
relative rotation between the mounting cup and the socket. As a result, it is impossible 
to render the subject matter of claim 37 as a whole obvious based on any combination 
of the patents, and the above explicit terms of the statute cannot be met. Therefore, the 
Examiner's burden of factually supporting a prima facie case of obviousness clearly 
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cannot be met with respect to claim 37, and a rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) is not 
applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 37 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 37 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject 
matter to which claim 37 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 37 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 

Claim 38 

New independent claim 38 distinguishes over the patents applied in the Office 
Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is allowable for the following reasons. 

Although some of the previous claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Denison in view of Blakesley, or over Denison in view of 
Blakesley and further in view of Gatton, Own and Bamber, neither of these rejections is 
applicable to claim 38 and the Examiner clearly cannot establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness in connection with claim 38 for the following reasons. 

As discussed above, when evaluating a claim for determining obviousness, ajl 
limitations of the claim must be evaluated . However, Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own 
and Bamber, either alone or in any combination thereof, do not teach, motivate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 38, namely a method of focusing a luminaire 
comprising a reflector, the method comprising providing a socket having one or more 
wires extending therefrom; receiving a lamp in the socket; securing the socket to the 
luminaire, comprising arranging the socket at least partially inside a mounting cup; 
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axially translating the mounting cup relative to the reflector; shielding the one or more 
wires during axially translating the mounting cup; anchoring the one or more wires to the 
mounting cup; and generally resisting relative rotation between the mounting cup and 
the socket. As a result, it is impossible to render the subject matter of claim 38 as a 
whole obvious based on any combination of the patents, and the above explicit terms of 
the statute cannot be met. Therefore, the Examiner's burden of factually supporting a 
prima facie case of obviousness clearly cannot be met with respect to claim 38, and a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) is not applicable. 

There is still another compelling, and mutually exclusive, reason why Denison, 
Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber cannot be combined and applied to reject claim 38 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). Here, none of Denison, Blakesley, Gatton, Own and Bamber 
teaches, motivates or suggests the desirability of the subject matter of claim 38 since 
none of the cited patents teaches, suggests or motivates the provision of the subject . 
matter to which claim 38 is directed, as described above. Thus, none of the cited 
patents provides any incentive or motivation supporting the desirability of the 
combination. As a result, there is simply no basis in the art to support a rejection of 
claim 38 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that claim 38 distinguishes 
patentably from the patents applied in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 and is 
therefore in condition for allowance. 
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Amendments to the Drawings 

The attached Replacement Sheets, which include Figs. 9, 10, 11 and 13, replace 
the original sheets including Figs. 9, 10, 11 and 13. 

The drawings stand objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) 
because reference character "80" in Fig. 10 has been used to designate both "focus 
assembly" and "lamp socket" in Fig. 10. Fig. 10 has been amended to overcome this 
objection by changing the reference character used to designate the "lamp socket" from 
"80" to "84," as indicated in the attached Annotated Marked-up Drawings. Therefore, 
this objection is no longer applicable and it is requested that it be withdrawn. 

The drawings stand objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference characters not mentioned in the 
description: "132" in Figs. 9 and 10; "134" in Figs. 9 and 10; and "130" in Figs. 11 and 
13. To overcome this objection, Figs. 9 and 10 have been amended to remove the 
reference characters "132" and "134," and Figs. 11 and 13 have been amended to 
remove the reference character "130," as indicated in the attached Annotated Marked- 
up Drawings. Therefore, this objection is no longer applicable and it is requested that it 
be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 



It is believed that all matters set forth in the Office Action mailed June 29, 2005 
have been addressed. Applicant has made a diligent effort to advance the prosecution 
of this application by amending claims 1,2 and 11-13, adding claims 24-38 and 
submitting arguments in support of the patentability of claims 1-21 and 24-38. 

In view of all of the above, the allowance of claims 1-21 and 24-38 is respectfully 
requested, in addition to previously-allowed claims 22 and 23. 

Unless stated otherwise, the amendments to the claims were not made for 
reasons substantially related to the statutory requirements for patentability. 

Furthermore, unless stated otherwise, the amendments to the claims were made 
to simply make express what had been implicit in the claims as originally worded and 
therefore none of the amendments to the claims is a narrowing amendment that would 
create any type of prosecution history estoppel. In addition, to the extent that any 
formerly dependent claim is now presented in independent form, such an amendment 
does not constitute a narrowing amendment that surrenders any subject matter. 

The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the below-listed telephone 
number if a telephone conference would expedite or aid the prosecution and 
examination of this application. 



HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 
901 Main Street, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75212-3789 
Telephone: 214/651-5924 
IP Facsimile No. 214/200-0853 
File: 23667.110 



Attachments : Replacement Sheets 



Respectfully submitted, 





Alan N. Herda 
Registration No. 50,426 
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